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REMARKS 

Claims 1-81 are pending in the present application. The Examiner has rejected claims 1 ■ 



81. 



1-2; col. 2, lines 9- 
these elements may 



I. REJECTION OF CLAIMS 1-61 and 75-81 UNDER 35 U .S.C. 8 lflLal 

Claims 1-61 and 75-81 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over 
United States Patent No. 5,828,589 ("Degenhardt") in view of United | States Patent No. 
6,542,722 Bl ("Sorrells"). Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

I 

A. Claims 44-61 | 
Claim 44 - Biquad Filter and Polyphase Filter 

Claim 44 recites a polyphase filter coupled to a biquad filter. In iht Office Action, the 
Examiner states that these elements are met, in part, by Degenhardt at FIGS. 
44; and col. 7, line 22 to col. 8, line 54. In addition, the Examiner states that 
be described in Sorrells at FIG. 49 and col. 54, lines 24-60. Applicants respectfully disagree. 
Applicants have carefully perused the drawings and text cited by the Examiner and can find no 
reference to a biquad filter or a polyphase filter. 

In fact, neither Degenhardt nor Sorrells even mentions a biquad fitter or a polyphase 
filter. Applicants respectfully submit that Degenhardt and Sorrells, mdividuajily or combined, do 
noL teach a biquad filter or a polyphase filter. Since the combined references do not even 
mention a biquad or a polyphase filter, Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection cannot 
be maintained. It is therefore respectfully requested that the rejection be withdrawn with respect 
to claim 44 and its dependent claims (i.e., claims 45-61). i 

If the Examiner intends to maintain the rejection of claim 44-61 overpegenhardt in view 
of Sorrells, then it should be simple matter of pointing out a filter in FIG. 1 or FIG. 2 of 
Degenhardt or a filter in FIG. 49 of Sorrells that is specifically taught to be a biquad filter or is 
specifically taught to be a polyphase filler. FIG. 1 of Degenhardt illustrates |an adaptive balance 
filter comprising an adaptive filter 5 and a main filter 15. Is the Exanuner alleging that the 
adaptive filter 5 or the main filter 15 is either a biquad filter or a polyphase filter? If so, 
Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner provide support in pegenhardt for the 
allegation that filter 5 or fi Iter 1 5 is a biquad filter or a polyphase filter. Is thje Examiner alleging 
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Sorrells are biquad 
Examiner provide 



the Examiner and 
a biquad filter or a 



that the low pass filters 33, 35, 37 of the quality comparator 19, which is illustrated in FIG. 1 and 
in greater detail in FIG. 2 of Degenhardt, are biquad filters or polyphase filter^? If so, Applicants 
respectfully request that the Examiner provide support in Degenhardt for the allegation that 
filters 33, 35, 37 are biquad filters or polyphase filters. Is the Examiner alleging that filters 491 0, 
4920, 4930 of a typical superheterodyne receiver as illustrated in FIG. 49 of 
filters or polyphase filters? If so, Applicants respectfully request that the 
support in Sorrells for the allegation that filters 4910, 4920, 4930 are biquad filters or polyphase 
filters. 

After the Examiner has identified which of the above-identified filtefs is a biquad filter 
and which is a polyphase filter and after the Examiner has provided supported from the cited 
patent documents, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner demonstrate how they are 
coupled 

Applicants have carefully reviewed the figures and text cited by 
respectfully submit that neither Degenhardt nor Sorrells describes or teaches 
polyphase filter. 

It is therefore respectfully requested that the rejection be withdrawn with respect to claim 
44 and its dependent claims 45 -6 L 

Claim 45 - Biquad Filters Intertwined with Polyphase Filters 

The Examiner alleges that the combined references teach biquad filters intertwined with 
polyphase filters in Degenhardt at col. 2, lines 9-44; and coL 7, line 22 |to coL 8 t line 54. 
Applicants respectfully submit that neither Degenhardt nor Sorrells teaches ft biquad filter or a 
polyphase filter as discussed with respect to claim 44. In addition, even if the combined 
references did teach a biquad filter or a polyphase filter (which Applicants challenge), the 
combined references do not teach a plurality of biquad filters or a plurality bf polyphase filters. 
Furthermore, the combined references do not teach biquad filters intertwined with polyphase 
filters. For at least the above reasons, the rejection with respect to claim 45 has been respectfully 
traversed. 

Claim 50 - Feedback Resistor and Feedback Capacitor 

In the Office Action, claim 50 was rejected as the same rationale as claim 11. The 

Examiner alleges that Degenhardt at col 7, line 22 to col. 8, line 54 leaches biquad filters in 
which "each comprises first and second amplifiers each having a feedback loop comprising a 
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feedback resistor and feedback capacitor coupled in parallel." Degenhardt does not even 
mention a resistor or a capacitor. Degenhardt does not leach this level of detail. Accordingly, 
Degenhardt does not teach the elements as set forth in claim 50 and the rejection with respect to 
claim 50 has been respectfully traversed. 
Claim 51 - Programmable Feedback Resistor 

In the Office Action, claim 51 was rejected as the same rationale !as claim 12. The 
Examiner alleges that Degenhardt at col. 2, lines 9-44; and col. 7, line 22 to ccjl. 8, line 54 teach a 
filter circuit in which "at least one of the feedback resistors is programmable" As argued with 
respect to claim 50, Degenhardt does not even mention a resistor. Degenhardt does not teach 
this level of detail. Of course, if Degenhardt does not even mention a resistor, Degenhardt 
certainly does not teach a programmable resistor. Degenhardt is silent as |o a programmable 
resistor. Thus, the rejection of claim 51 is respectfully traversed. j 
Claim 52 - Each Resistor Having a Switch Coupled Thereacross j 

Not only does Degenhardt not teach a resistor or, for that matt©;, a programmable 
resistor; but Degenhardt does not teach at least one programmable feedback resistor comprising 
"a plurality of resistors coupled in series, said plurality of resistors each having a switch coupled 
thereacross". 

Degenhardt does not show this type of detail Degenhardt does nbt teach a resistor. 
Degenhardt does not teach a programmable resistor. Degenhardt does not tea/rii a programmable 
resistor comprising a plurality of resistors coupled in series. Degenhardt docs not teach a 

i 

programmable resistor comprising a plurality of resistors, the plurality of resijstors each having a 
switch coupled thereacross. Thus, the rejection of claim 52 is respectfully traversed- 
Claim 53 - Programmable Capacitor 

In the Office Action, claim 53 was rejected as the same rationale as claim 14. The 
Examiner alleges that Degenhardt at coL 2, lines 9-44; and coh 7, line 22 to cpL 8, line 54 teach a 
filter circuit in which "at least one of the feedback capacitors is programmable" As argued with 
respect to claim 50, Degenhardt does not even mention a capacitor. Degenhardt does not teach 
this level of detail. Of course, if Degenhardt does not even mention a capacitor (which 
Applicants challenge), Degenhardt certainly does not teach a programmable capacitor, 
Degenhardt is silent as to a programmable capacitor. Thus, the rejection of claim 53 is 
respectfully traversed. 
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Claim 54 - Each Resistor Having a Switch Coupled Thereacross 

Not only does Degenhardt not teach a capacitor or, for that rnattef, a programmable 
capacitor; but Degenhardt does not teach at least one programmable feedback capacitor 
comprising "a plurality of capacitors coupled in parallel, said plurality of capacitors each having 
a switch coupled thereacross". 

Degenhardt does not show this type of detail. Degenhardt does nof teach a capacitor. 
Degenhardt does not teach a programmable capacitor. Degenhardt Idoes not teach a 
programmable capacitor comprising a plurality of capacitor coupled in parallel Degenhardt 
does not teach a programmable capacitor comprising a plurality of capacitor, the plurality of 
capacitor each having a switch coupled thereacross. Thus* the rejection of claim 54 is 
respectfully traversed. 
Claim 55 - Cross Coupled Resistor 

Claim 55 was rejected under the same rationale as claim 16. The Examiner alleges that 
Degenhardt at col 2, lines 9-44; and col 7> line 22 to col. 8, line 54 teaches biquad filters each 
comprising "a first cross coupled resistor coupled between an output of the fifst amplifier and an 
input of the second amplifier, and a second cross coupled resistor coupled between an output of 
the second amplifier and an input of the first amplifier**. However, Degenhardt does not even 
mention a resistor. Degenhardt does not teach this level of detail If Degenhardt docs not teach 
a resistor, then Degenhardt does not teach a cross coupled resistor between an output of a first 
amplifier and an input of a second amplifier. If Degenhardt docs not teach a Tesistor, then 
Degenhardt does not teach a cross coupled resistor between an output of a second amplifier and 
an input of a first amplifier. Thus, the rejection of claim 54 is respectfully traversed 
Claims 56-61 

Claims 56-61 include many of the elements that were recited in claims 50-55. 
Accordingly, the rejection of claims 56-61 are respectfully traversed in view of the arguments 
made with respect to claims 50-55. 
Degenhardt Does Not Teach Details 

Applicants respectfully reiterate that the Examiner has overextended the teachings of 
Degenhardt in the combined references. The Examiner has stated that Degenhardt teaches a 
multitude of details in the ubiquitous col. 2, lines 9-44 and col. 7, line 11 to col. 8, line 54. 
However, Degenhardt does not teach any of the above-identified details and,|in many cases, docs 
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not even mention the alleged element Applicants respectfully remind the \ Examiner that the 
references must teach each and every element of each and every claim, j It is respectfully 
submitted that the Office Action does not accomplish this by merely relying, over and over 

again, on col. 2, lines 9-44 and col. 7 ? line 22 to coL 8, line 54 of Degenhardt,; which clearly does 

i 

not teach the detailed elements and relationships between the elements as set fjorth in the claims. 



B. Claims 23-43 

Claim 23 recites "a plurality of cascading filters; and bypass means fdr bypassing at least 
one of the cascaded filters". In the Office Action, the Examiner admits that E egenhardt does not 
teach bypass means for bypassing at least one of the cascaded filters. Ins ;ead, the Examiner 
alleges that Sorrells teaches bypass means for bypassing at least one of the cascaded filters in 
Sorrells at FIG. 49 and col. 54, lines 24-60. Applicants respectfully submit th^t FIG. 49 does not 
show bypassing of any kind and, in fact, teaches away from bypassing meais for bypassing at 
least one of the cascaded filters. Applicants respectfully draw the attention 



of the Examiner to 



the received signal 4902, which must pass through each any every component along the signal 
path. Thus, Sorrells teaches away from the claimed invention as set brth in claim 23. 
Applicants respectfully remind the Examiner that "[a] prior art reference tiat 4 tcachcs away* 
from the claimed invention is a significant factor to be considered in determining obviousness". 
M.P.EJ\§2145(X)(D)(1). 

Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner may be confusing bypass with 
bandpass. Filter 4910 appears to be a bandpass filter since it Removes all bui; a frequency range 
that includes the desired frequency". See Sorrells at col. 54. lines 27-28. However, note that the 
received signal 4902 had to pass through the bandpass filter 4910 and be filtered by the filter 
4910. This directly teaches away from "bypassing at least one of the cascaded filters" In fact, 
in Sorrells, there is no way in which to bypass any of the components alojig the signal path. 
Accordingly, not only docs Sorrells not teach bypass means for bypassing at least one of the 
cascaded filters, but Sorrells teaches away from bypassing means for bypassing at least one of 
the cascaded filters. 

Even if Sorrells teaches bypass means (which Applicants challenge), to place bypass 
means across the adaptive filter 5 or the main filter 15 illustrated in Degenhafdt would provide, 
as logically alleged by the Examiner, for the bypassing of the adaptive filter $ or the main filter 
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15. It is at the core of the invention of Degenhardt that the adaptive filter 5 and the main filter 15 
working together to provide an adaptive balance filter. To bypass either the adaptive filter 5 or 
the main filter 15 would render the invention of Degenhardt unsatisfacto :jy for its intended 
purpose and would change the core operation of Degenhardt, either outcoitie being explicitly 
prohibited by the M.P.RP. See, e,g,, NLP.E.P. § 2143.01 ("[i]f the proposed modification or 
combination of the prior art would change the principle of operation of the 'prior art invention 
being modified, then the teachings of the references are not sufficient to rendjr the claims prima 
facie obvious"); M.P.E.P. § 2143.01 ("[ijf proposed modification would ninder the prior art 
invention being modified unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, then there ijs no suggestion or 
motivation to make the propose modification"). j 

Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the rejection be withdrawn with respect to 



claim 23 and its dependent claims (i.e., claims 24-43). 11 



C. Claims 1-22 
Claims 11-22 

Since claims 50-61 recite many of the same or similar elements as set forth in claims 1 1- 
22, Applicants make many of the same or similar arguments with respect to claims 1 1-22 as were 
made with respect to claims 50-61. For at least the above reasons, the rejection of claims 1 1-22 
is respectfully traversed. 
Claims 9 and 10 - Pole 

p 

Claims 9 and 10 recite a pole. In the Office Action, the Examiner states that the 

i' 

combined references teach a pole in Degenhardt at col. 7, line 22 to col. 8, liifc 54. Degenhardt 
does not even mention a pole. Thus, Degenhardt does not teach a pole as sejt forth in claims 9 
and 10. For at least the above reasons, the rejection of claims 9 and 10 are respectfully traversed. 
Claims 7 and 10 - Complex Filter 

i 

Claims 9 and 10 recite a complex filter. In the Office Action, the Exarriiner states that the 
combined references teach a complex filter in Degenhardt at col. 2, lines 9-44; and col. 7, line 22 
to col. 8, line 54. Degenhmdt does not even mention a complex filter. Thus* Degenhardt does 
not teach a complex filter as set forth in claims 7 and 10. For at least the above reasons, the 
rejection of claims 7 and 10 are respectfully traversed. 
Claim 6 - Biquad Filter 
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Claim 6 recites a biquad filter, fa the Office Action p I 

respectfully traversed. ' JC£U ° n ° f ° laim 6 is 

Claims 2 and 5 - Bypass Circuit Comprising A Switch - illogical Arguraei t 

Claims 2 and 5 recite a bypass circuit comprising a switch * 1 •„ ■ , + 
Examiner, in one cart of th. n«? a - * t ,UoglCal for (bc 

Claim I - Bypass Circuit 

a ^ +~ co UPled _ : e :r irzir ^rrf do r teach 

So,., teaches . bypass cireuit , ^ , ^ ^ ^ ^ that 
respectfully submit that FIG 49 does not ^ a . Apphcants 

signaJ 4902 must «,« th 7 t * " " y ^ to ^ rece ^d 

gnai 4902 must pass through each amy every component along the signal D k Ann," 
respectfully submit that th a i?^ ■ ^ A PP uca nts 

desired freouencv" . freowncy range ilia includes ^ 

m HG. 49. 1„ fra. m St>rreU$> ^ is „ 
components along the signal ^ J n u> oypass any of the 

^Jrjp^i^. a bw,ass *"* (wuch a ~ *- «. - 

«m g to couple a bypass circuit aaag one ofthe cascaded filters To»l», k 
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«uj imer 1 5 work together to provide an adaptive balance fiW t u 
either the adaptive filter 5 ™- • « trance inter. To bypass 

D - Claims 7S-M 

««r=r=i- — - -4- 

Furthermore, claim 78 recites "mtroducing , ,„ , 
ctamei different fa, . of fc * "™ ° ^ « T - *• ".ccted 

- - — a ^ u: -r~rs a rr r 

o ana the filtering of a frequency as 9c forth in claims 7S and 79 For *l W, * u 
reason ^cno t ^n^ 79axrcspcamyuaw ^ * *" te *~ 

fl^scitltrer 8 ' T-**-**---*^-!-*-. ^.extend 
***** versed. *° ^ "* ? f **» » * 



n. 



RUCTION OF CLAIMS ^ r ^ ;R M nj8 r ^ 

A ° f ^ and ^ * of United States Patent No. 5,283484 <JLn 
Applicants respectfully traverse ,he rejection. 1 : ( * 



19 



PAGE 23^4 * RCVD AT 1 1/22/2004 7:54:08 PM [Eastern Standard rime] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-1/0 * DNIS:8729306 * CS1D:31270791S5 * DURATION t^nm-ss):06-58 



FROM Mc ANDREWS, HELD. & HALLOY 



(MON) 11. 22' 04 19 : 02/ST. 18 :55/NO. 4861050401 P 24 



The teaching deficiencies identified herein with resnec* t« n u L 
not made up by the teachings of Brehmer a*, T ^ ^ 

maintained It is therefor Z T AC °~^'*'^«^&74c lm ** 
claims 62-74 ^ TO - * **» * with respect to 



U- CONCI,TISTft |u 

b view of a, a. „ „ subm . oed 

« » condition fa dw^. Sno „ H ^ ' 

« for allowance, fa is ^ 

below-liaed telephone number. 

Mease charge anv required fees „», paid herewith or credit any , 
Deposu Account of McAndrcws, Held & Mailc-y, Ud.. Acconn, Ko. 13-0017 



Dated: November 9? | -JCtf^ 



Respectfully subjtnitted, 



pending claims 1-81 
jresent application 
ndersigned at the 



overpayment to the 




Michael T. Cruz 
Reg. No. 44,63 

McAndrews, Held & Malloy, Ltd. i 
500 West Madison Street, 34th Floor 
Chicago, Illinois 60661-2565 
Telephone: (312)775-8084 
Facsimile: (312)775-8100 
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